Two experiments examined whether interpersonal complementarity or similarity influences people's satisfaction with dyadic interactions. Participants in complementary partnerships (submissive people with dominant partners, dominant people with submissive partners) reported more satisfaction than did those with similar partners. In Study 1 complementarity referred to the match between, the participants' self-reported interpersonal style (dominant or submissive) and the role enacted by a confederate (dominant or submissive). In Study 2 participants interacted in pairs, and complementarity referred to the match between one participant's interpersonal goals and the other's overt behavior. Participants whose goals were complemented by their partners' behavior were more satisfied with the interaction than those whose goals were not. In both studies satisfied participants perceived their partners as similar to themselves.
Over the years a number of interpersonal theories have emerged to describe the relationship between two people in an interaction (e.g., Benjamin, 1974; Homey, 1945; Kiesler, 1983 Kiesler, , 1996 Strong & Hills, 1986; Sullivan, 1953; J. S. Wiggins, 1982) . Although these theories differ in important ways, most of them contain the same two fundamental propositions. One of these propositions is that interpersonal behaviors can be described along two dimensions. The first dimension, affiliation, ranges from friendliness to hostility; the second, control, ranges from dominance to submission. Interpersonal behaviors reflect a combination of these two underlying dimensions. ''Criticizing," for example, lies in the quadrant reflecting hostile dominance, * 'advice-giving" in the quadrant reflecting friendly dominance, "deferring" in the quadrant reflecting friendly submission, and "sulking" in the quadrant reflecting hostile submission. In addition to describing interpersonal behaviors (Kiesler, 1983; Strong & Hills, 1986) , the dimensions of affiliation and control have been used to describe interpersonal problems (Horowitz, 1979) , interpersonal traits (Conte & Plutchik, 1981 ; J. S. Wiggins, 1979) , and interpersonal relations (Wish, Deutsch, & Kaplan, 1976) .
The second proposition is that people influence each other's
Complementarity in Interactions
Typically, researchers have tested the principle of complementarity by determining whether interpersonal behaviors do, in fact, complement one another in interactions. Strong et al. (1988) , for example, had participants work with a partner on a problem-solving task. Raters coded all interpersonal behaviors and all the reactions to behaviors along the interpersonal circumplex. These researchers hypothesized that "interpersonal actions tend (with a probability significantly greater than chance) to ... evoke from an interactant complementary responses" (Kiesler, 1983, p. 200) . The wording of this hypothesis suggests a mechanistic view of interpersonal behavior: One behavior as stimulus evokes another as a reflexive response. However, interpersonal behaviors vary in ways that violate this mechanistic interpretation. For example. Strong et al. (1988) found that certain behaviors (e.g., hostile submissiveness) generally elicited noncomplementary responses, though other behaviors (e.g., friendly dominance) did generally elicit complementary responses.
Findings such as these indicate that interpersonal behaviors need not be complementary. Reviews of the empirical tests of complementarity (e.g., Bluhm, Widiger, & Miele, 1990; Ortbrd, 1986) have suggested that interpersonal behaviors vary considerably in ways not accounted for by complementarity alone.
Theorists have argued that individual differences in interpersonal style (Bluhm et al., 1990) or in interpersonal goals Orford, 1986) partially determine behaviors. From this perspective, interpersonal behaviors invite, rather than elicit or evoke, complementary responses (Horowitz, Dryer, & Krasnoperova, 1997) . People can and do refuse such invitations. For example, people with a dominant interpersonal style may refuse an invitation to be submissive, and people with a submissive interpersonal style may refuse an invitation to be dominant.
The noncomplementarity that occurs when one partner refuses to provide the invited response may have distinctive consequences. Noncomplementary interactions may (a) impede joint productivity (Estroff & Nowicki, 1992; Kiesler, 1983; Sullivan, 1953) and (b) result in dissatisfaction with the interaction Sullivan, 1953) . Recent studies have examined these consequences. For example, Estroff and Nowicki (1992) found that complementary pairs of participants together performed better on a jigsaw puzzle task than did noncomplementary pairs. Similarly, Nowicki and Manheim (1991) found that women in complementary pairs liked each other more after interacting for 75 min than did women in noncomplementary pairs. These results suggest that a complementarity between two partners enhances their attractiveness to each other.
Similarity in Interactions
A contrasting view, the similarity-attraction hypothesis (Barry, 1970; Blankenship, Hnat, Hess, & Brown, 1984; Duck, 1973; Duck & Craig, 1978; Jellison & Zeisset, 1969; Novak & Lerner, 1968) , states that people are attracted to others who exhibit similar (rather than complementary) personality characteristics. As Moon (1996) noted, Type A and Type B individuals prefer dating partners with the same personality type (Morell, Twillman, & Sullaway, 1989) , children prefer others with a similar sense of humor (Hymel & Woody, 1991) , college students prefer roommates with similar personality traits (Carli, Ganley, & Pierce-Otay, 1991; Deutsch, Sullivan, Sage, & Basile, 1991) , and people like strangers with personality characteristics similar to their own (Byrne & Griffin, 1969; Griffitt, 1966 Griffitt, , 1969 Hendrick & Page, 1970; Hodges & Byrne, 1972; Reagor & Clore, 1970) . Likewise, husbands and wives with similar personality characteristics report greater marital satisfaction (e.g., Antill, 1983; Barry, 1970; Blazer, 1963; Bruch & Gilligan, 1980; Eysenck & Wakefield, 1981; Murstein, 1961; Richard, Wakefield, & Lewak, 1990; Tharp, 1963; Wiggins, Moody, & Lederer, 1983) . The similarity hypothesis has also been supported when similarity is defined as shared demographic characteristics, shared physical characteristics, or shared attitudes (see Moon, 1996 , for a review of this literature). The principal theory that explains the similarity-attraction hypothesis states that a similarity between Person A and Person B is gratifying because each person validates, enhances, or reinforces the self-concept of the (similar) other (e.g., Byrne, 1971; Clore & Byrne, 1974) .
The principles of similarity and complementarity seem to contradict one another in some respects but not others. The two hypotheses agree that similarity with respect to affiliation is attractive. That is, the principle of complementarity states that complementary behaviors are similar with respect to affiliation (though reciprocal with respect to dominance). Thus, both hypotheses imply that friendly or nurturant people should prefer friendly or nurturant partners. Rirthermore, the two principles are also compatible in another sense. A man who is unassertive may dislike his own unassertiveness and prefer partners who enable him to be more assertive. By the principle of complementarity, an unassertive partner would invite the man to behave assertively, thereby gratifying his own goals. Thus, the unassertive man and his unassertive partner are similar to each other, but the mechanism that explains the man's goal satisfaction is complementarity (Horowitz et al., 1997) . This principle would explain why depressed people prefer other depressed partners to nondepressed partners (Locke & Horowitz, 1990) . Similar issues have been discussed in greater detail by Horowitz et al. (1997) , and they will be examined more closely in Study 2 of the present article.
In the present studies we examined whether complementarity or similarity (with respect to dominance) influences people's satisfaction with interactions. In order to follow the lead of earlier researchers in maintaining experimental simplicity (e.g., Strong et al., 1988) , we limited our observations to dyads of female students. In Study 1 we observed dominant or submissive participants interacting with a confederate who enacted a dominant or submissive role. In Study 2 we observed dyads of naive participants whose interpersonal goals and behaviors were assessed. In both studies, participants reported their satisfaction with the interaction and their perceptions of their partners. These studies provided a test of the competing hypotheses by determining whether similarity or complementarity (a kind of dissimilarity with respect to dominance) facilitates interpersonal satisfaction and productivity.
Study 1

Method Participants
Undergraduate students enrolled in an introductory psychology class at Stanford University completed a measure of interpersonal dominance as part of a packet of questionnaires administered to the entire class. Forty-two female students who had completed the questionnaire packet participated in this study in partial fulfillment of a class requirement.
Procedure
Overview. All participants were contacted by telephone and scheduled for a laboratory session. When each participant arrived, she met the experimenter and another female undergraduate (a confederate), who was to be the participant's partner. The experimenter explained that the study concerned "interpersonal problem solving and people's satisfaction with interactions.'' After a brief introduction to die study, die experimenter led the participant and her partner to separate rooms. The experimenter asked the participant to read through written instructions for the procedure.
After the participant had completed this task, the experimenter led both the participant and her partner to a different room. For their discussion of interpersonal problem solving, each person was presented with a list of common interpersonal topics from which they were each asked to select two. Each partner received a different list. The participant's list of topics included: "It's hard for me to say 'no' to other people" and "It's hard for me to stay out of other people's business." These topics were selected from the Inventory of Interpersonal Problems (Horowitz, Rosenberg, Baer, Ureno, & Villasenor, 1988) such that one topic was selected from each octant of the interpersonal circumplex (Horowitz, Rosenberg, & Bartholomew, 1993) .
The experimenter instructed the partners to draw slips of paper from a box to determine who was to be the first speaker. This drawing was contrived such that the confederate was always selected to be the first speaker. The experimental session consisted of two interactions in which the confederate presented her two topics for discussion; these are designated Interaction 1 and Interaction 2. Each interaction consisted of four parts. In Interaction 1 the confederate began by speaking about her first topic; then the participant reacted; then the confederate responded to the participant's reaction (the experimental manipulation); and finally, the participant had an opportunity to react again. Then the entire procedure was repeated with the second topic to form Interaction 2.
Details of the interaction. The confederate's first topic was "It's hard for me to feel close to another person." Her script was:
Okay. I'm going to pick "it's hard for me to feel close to another person." (pause) Well, f've been seeing this guy for a couple of months now, and I just feel like he's more into it than I am. 1 want to feel close to him, but I just can't create emotions that aren't there. It's not anything about htm because he really is a great boyfriend-I mean I like him a lot and he's good looking and all that-it's just that I know I'm not feeling the same thing he is. I don't really know what to do about it because I've had this problem before. It's not that I don't like him because I really do and part of me really like wants to be with him, but, I don't know; I just feel pressured to feel something I don't. I don't know what to say because I want to feel close but I can't.
After the confederate recited this script, the participant had an opportunity to say whatever she wished. Then the partners were told to rate their satisfaction with the interaction so far. We called this rating the before rating because it occurred before the experimental manipulation. Then the confederate responded with an apparently impromptu remark, which served as the experimental manipulation. In the submissive rote condition, she said: "Yeah, what you say makes sense. I don't know why it is, but I feel that I just haven't been able to solve this problem on my own. 1 guess I really do need help." In the dominant role condition, she said: "Yeah, this is one problem that I'll just have to solve on my own. I guess nobody can solve personal problems for you; you have to figure them out for yourself." The confederate's behavior was identical in the two conditions except for the above responses.
The participant then had an opportunity to react again, and that concluded Interaction 1. Then the partners rated their satisfaction with the interaction again. This rating occurred after the experimental manipulation, so we called it the after rating. The entire procedure was repeated again to form Interaction 2. This time the confederate's topic was " L Tt's hard for me to forgive another person after I've been angry." Her script for this topic was similar to the one presented above, After the interactions were over, the experimenter led the participant and her partner to separate rooms, and the participant rated the interpersonal style of her partner on the Bern Sex Role Inventory (BSRI; Bern, 1974; described below) . Then the experimenter debriefed the participant, explaining the experimental procedure and determining whether she had any suspicions about her partner. Finally, the experimenter brought the participant and the confederate together again, asked the participant if she had any further questions, and thanked her for her involvement.
Construction of the Confederates' Scripts
To construct the confederates' scripts, we selected problem statements from the Inventory of Interpersonal Problems (Horowitz et al., 1988) and constructed six hypothetical problem-solving monologues around each problem. These monologues were typewritten and presented to students in an introductory psychology class at Stanford University. The students were asked to use a 5-point scale to rate the speaker of each monologue along the dimensions of control (' 'How submissive or dominant was the speaker?") and affiliation ("How cold or friendly was the speaker?"). Our goal was to identify the two topics that did not a priori make the speaker seem dominant or submissive. The topic monologues we selected were the ones that best met this criterion.
Then we created four complete scripts for each topic monologue by adding one of four possible responses that a speaker might make to any hypothetical listener reaction. The four complete scripts were presented to another introductory psychology class. On a 5-point scale, the students rated each of the four responses along the two interpersonal dimensions. From these ratings we identified the response for each script that made the speaker seem dominant (but neutral along the affiliation dimension) and the response that made the speaker seem submissive (but neutral along the affiliation dimension). We called the two selected scripts, respectively, the dominant role script and the submissive role script. Four confederates were trained over a 2-week period to enact each of the two scripts. Each confederate interacted with approximately equal numbers of participants, and the participants were assigned randomly to one of the two conditions (dominant vs. submissive confederate role). None of the participants had met the confederate previously or expressed any suspicion about the confederate after the experimental session.
Measures
The participants' interpersonal styles were assessed with the BSRI. The Masculinity subscale of the BSRI correlates almost perfectly with other measures of interpersonal dominance (J. S. Wiggins &. Broughton, 1985) , and it has high internal consistency (for this sample, Cronbach's a = .88). A median split of this measure divided participants into a dominant style group and a submissive style group. We used a modified version of this questionnaire to assess participants' perceptions of the confederate's interpersonal style.
To assess the participants' satisfaction with the interaction, a series of buttons was built into the table in front of the interactants. The buttons were arranged so that each person could see her own buttons but not those of her partner. The participants indicated their satisfaction as well as their frustration by pressing buttons with the appropriate labels (not at all satisfied to extremely satisfied for one set, not at all frustrated to extremely frustrated for the other set). Because the two were significantly correlated (r --.64, p < .01), the frustration ratings (F) were combined with the satisfaction ratings (S) to form a 2-item (S-F) measure of satisfaction.
Results
Satisfaction With the Interactions
Satisfaction with the first interaction. In Interaction 1, participants rated their satisfaction before and after the experimental manipulation. The mean satisfaction ratings are shown in Table 1 . Before the experimental manipulation, all participants were interacting with interpersonally neutral confederates, so no initial differences were expected for the before rating. The data showed no significant differences among the four groups. A 2 (confederate's role) x 2 (participant's style) analysis of variance (ANOVA) revealed no main effects and no interaction effect, all F{ 1, 38)s < 1.5, all ps > ,30.
After the manipulation, participants made another satisfaction rating. The means for the after ratings are also shown in Table  1 . Here, the effect of the experimental treatment is clear. A 2 X 2 analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) with the before rating as a covariate revealed a significant interaction effect, F( 1, 38) = 9.45, p < .005 (all other Fs < 1). Dominant participants who interacted with submissive confederates and submissive participants who interacted with dominant confederates were more satisfied with the interaction than were participants in the other two conditions. A planned orthogonal contrast revealed a significant difference between the complementary and the noncomplementary groups, r(41) = 3.31, p < .005. Lt is important to note that the satisfaction ratings improved for the two complementary partnerships (the mean difference scores were 1.00 and 0.73), whereas the satisfaction ratings declined in the other two partnerships (the mean difference scores were -0.34 and -0.75). Satisfaction with the second interaction. After the participants completed the first interaction, the confederate began the second interaction by selecting a different topic. As with the first interaction, the confederate's script elaborated the topic. The confederate's script was initially interpersonally neutral (i.e., neither dominant nor submissive). The mean satisfaction ratings for the second interaction are shown in Table 2 . We used a 2 (confederate's role) X 2 (participant's style) ANOVA to analyze the before ratings. As with Interaction 1, this analysis revealed no main effects and no interaction effect. After the manipulation, participants made another satisfaction rating. The means for the after ratings are also shown in Table 2 . As with Interaction 1, the effect of complementarity was again evident. A 2 X 2 ANCOVA with the before rating as a covariate revealed a significant interaction effect, F( 1,38) = 8.26,/? < .01, Dominant participants who interacted with submissive confederates and submissive participants who interacted with dominant confederates were more satisfied with the interaction than were participants in the other two conditions. A planned orthogonal contrast revealed a significant difference between the complementary and the noncomplementary groups, f(41) = 2.75, p < .01. lt is important to note that the satisfaction ratings improved for the two complementary partnerships (the mean difference scores were 0.28 and 0.54), whereas the satisfaction ratings declined or stayed the same in the other two partnerships (the mean difference scores were 0.00 and -1.25).
Judgments of the Confederate's Interaction Style
The above results show that a participant whose partner's reactions complemented her own interaction style was more satisfied with the interaction than a noncomplemented partner. However, we were curious to learn whether such a participant judged her partner to be (a) complementary to herself (the complementarity hypothesis) or (b) similar to herself (the similarity hypothesis). Did satisfied dominant participants, for example, judge their partners to be submissive on the BSRI (the complementarity hypothesis) or dominant like themselves (the similarity hypothesis)? Therefore, we divided the dominant and submissive participant groups into more satisfied and less satisfied subgroups, using a median split of their mean rating of satisfaction. Of the 23 dominant participants, 11 were more satisfied, and 12 were less satisfied; of the 19 submissive participants, 8 were more satisfied, and 11 were less satisfied.
A 2 (participant's dominance) X 2 (satisfaction) ANOVA revealed only a significant interaction effect, F(\, 38) -5.20, p < .05. Satisfied submissive participants judged their partners to be submissive (like themselves); their mean rating of dominance was -1.39. Satisfied dominant participants judged their partners to be dominant (like themselves); their mean rating was 3.93. For the dissatisfied groups, the corresponding mean ratings of their partners' dominance were 5.07 for the submissive participants and -0.91 for the dominant participants. This finding supports the similarity hypothesis: Satisfied participants, regardless of their partners' behavior, judged their partners to be similar to themselves. Correspondingly, dissatisfied participants judged their partners to be dissimilar to themselves. The finding resembles other results (e.g., Kenny, 1994) that showed that people who like each other judge their partners to be like themselves. It also suggests that the complementarity that produced the participants' satisfaction is not evident in the participants' descriptions of their partners.
Discussion
In this study the participants were selected according to their interpersonal styles, as assessed by the BSRI. Participants who c n = 8.
described themselves as dominant were more satisfied when they interacted with a partner whose behavior was explicitly submissive, and submissive participants were more satisfied with a dominant partner. The results of this study indicate that complementarity with respect to dominance does influence people's satisfaction with an interpersonal interaction. Despite this influence of objective complementarity, however, the participants did not judge complementary partners to be dissimilar to themselves in dominance. Instead, satisfied participants judged their partners to be similar to themselves, and dissatisfied participants judged their partners to be dissimilar. We therefore need to differentiate between objective complementarity (which leads to satisfaction) and perceived similarity (which seems to follow from complementarity). Perhaps people do not realize the basis for their satisfaction, but when they are satisfied, they regard their partners as being like themselves. In some contexts the rule may be valid that similarity leads to liking, but in this context, liking apparently leads to perceived similarity. We tested (and replicated) this phenomenon in Study 2.
Study 1 had two limitations. First, the participant's partner was a confederate whose reaction to the participant was unambiguous (explicitly dominant or explicitly submissive), and we do not know whether we can generalize from reactions in this contrived experimental situation to people's reactions in a more natural conversation. Tn Study 2 we therefore observed participants interacting more casually with each other. Second, the participants in Study 1 were classified as dominant or submissive on the basis of their self-descriptions on a personality inventory. As noted earlier, however, personality traits are ambiguous with respect to people's goals. When people describe themselves as dominant, for example, they may be describing their goal behaviors, their actual behaviors, or some other aspect of their social behavior. Therefore, in Study 2 we specifically assessed people's interpersonal goals (wishes) as well as their actual overt behavior.
Study 2
The first purpose of Study 2 was to test the hypothesis that satisfaction depends on the match between a participant's interpersonal goals and his or her partner's behavior: People who want to dominate their partner but observe cues that their partner wishes to dominate them know that their goal to dominate will not be fulfilled. However, no measure currently exists that assesses interpersonal goals. Therefore, we needed to construct a measure of interpersonal goals to test the hypothesis. Constructing that measure was a second purpose of the study.
Study 2 also extended the findings of Study 1 in two general ways. First, the participants interacted naturalistically with another participant (rather than a confederate); second, they worked together on a task that allowed the quality of their joint performance to be evaluated objectively. These two extensions helped broaden the generalizability and scope of Study 1.
Method
Constructing the Interpersonal Goals Inventory (IGI)
Selecting items. To develop the IGI, we first identified a sample of items that spanned the interpersonal domain, using other interpersonal measures as a guide (Horowitz et al., 1988; Kiesler, 1983; Strong & Hills, 1986) . Items were considered acceptable only if they reflected an unambiguous goal and were endorsed by many people on pilot versions. Fifty-one final items were presented as a questionnaire that asked respondents to "imagine that you are working with another person on a task that is important to you." Each item had the stem: "It would be important to me to . . ." Respondents indicated their agreement with each item by circling one of five numbers from 0 to 4, with 0 indicating no, definitely not; 2 indicating hard to say; it depends; and 4 indicating yes, definitely. The format of the questionnaire and the wording of the items were based on the Assessment of Personal Goals (APG; Ford & Nichols, 1991) .
Participants and procedure. The questionnaire was administered (o 205 Stanford undergraduate students as part of a battery of questionnaires. Respondents partially fulfilled an introductory psychology requirement through their participation.
Construction of subscales. We followed the procedure used by other investigators (e.g., Alden, Wiggins, & Pincus, 1990) to generate eight subscales that met the criteria of a circumplex. We ipsatized and standardized participants' responses to the items and then subjected the item intercorrelations to a principal-components analysis. As usual in such analyses, the first principal component reflected dominance (in this case, dominance goals), and the second principal component reflected affiliation (in this case, affiliation goals). Next, we plotted each of the 51 items in a two-dimensional space, using each item's loadings on each of the first two principal components. A two-dimensional interpersonal space is customarily divided into eight equal sectors (octants) with theoretical midpoints at 90°, 135°, 180°, 225°, 270°, 315°, 0°, and 45°. These octants are designated PA, BC, DE, FG, HI, JK, LM, and NO, respectively.
1 The four items having the highest communality within each 45° octant formed a subscale. The items in each of the eight subscales are listed in the Appendix. We calculated subscale scores for each participant by adding together the participant's responses to the four items in each of the eight subscales.
Then we computed a composite score for the dominance goals by weighting each subscale score by its theoretical coordinate along the dominance dimension. Following conventional procedures (Gurtman, 1991), we defined a composite dominance goals score (DGS) as the sum of the weighted subscale scores, where each subscale score is weighted by the cosine of its angular location on the interpersonal circle. DGS = PA + .7BC -.7FG -HI -.7JK + .7NO.
A high DGS indicates that behaving dominantly is important to the respondent, and a low DGS indicates that behaving submissively is important to the respondent. For die experimental sample described below, the DGS ranged from -3.18 to 2.22, with a mean of -0.02 and a standard deviation of 1.34. The test-retest reliability across two testings (a 2-to 5-week interval) was .79. For a complete description of the construction and validation of the IGI, see Dryer (1993) .
Participants
The IGI was administered to Stanford introductory psychology students as pare of a battery of questionnaire materials. The students completed the battery in partial fulfillment of a course requirement. We identified 48 women whose goals were clearly dominant (i.e., scores that were at least 0.5 SD above the IGI mean score for dominance goals) or clearly submissive (i.e., scores that were at least 0.5 SD below the IGI mean score for dominance goals). We randomly assigned the women to 24 pairs. Two pairs were excluded from analysis because they had known each other previously, leaving a total of 44 participants.
Experimental Procedure
Research assistants invited the women to participate in a study on "problem solving," telling them that they would "work together with another undergraduate on a couple of tasks." When the two partners arrived at the laboratory, the experimenter handed them consent forms and briefly described the study. The procedure consisted of four main parts: (1) preinteraction questionnaires, (2) problem solving interaction, (3) postinteraction questionnaires, and (4) debriefing, Preinteraction questionnaires. Before their interaction, the women each completed a battery of questionnaires. The battery consisted of a second IGI, a set of personality rating scales (Malle & Horowitz, 1995) , and the Desert Survival Problem (DSP; Lafferty & Eady, 1974) . The personality rating scales consisted of a list of 32 trait adjectives, describing the negative and positive poles of four of the Big Five personality dimensions (John, 1990; McCrae & Costa, 1989) : Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, and Neuroticism. The participants indicated how self-descriptive they thought each item was (from 1 = not at all to 9 = extremely). The final questionnaire in the preinteraction battery was the DSP, a problem-solving task in which the participants were to imagine that they were copilots of an airplane that had crash-landed in the middle of a desert. Several items (e.g., a cosmetic mirror, a map, two raincoats) could be rescued from the plane before it was consumed in flames, and die participants' task was to rank order these 10 items such that the item most important to survival was ranked first, the second most important item was ranked second, and so on.
Problem-solving interaction. After the participants completed the preinteraction questionnaires, the experimenter led them into another laboratory room, where they worked on two tasks together. First, as a practice task, the two participants had to rank order five fruits (kiwi, banana, apple, lemon, and watermelon) as to how well each one exemplified the category "fruit." Then the experimenter instructed the participants to work on the DSP together. They were informed that an optimal solution to the problem does exist (Lafferty & Eady, 1974) and that any partners who produced the optimal solution would receive a $100 bonus. (None did.) The experimenter then left them alone to work on the DSP together. A typical interaction included a range of interpersonal behaviors. Typically, both participants suggested items that they considered very important or very unimportant and offered reasons for their opinions. In general, they quickly identified differences in their opinions, discussed their views, and reached some agreement. Sometimes arguments were challenged, other times they were not. The task required some amount of cooperation, and every dyad managed to generate a joint solution to the problem.
During each interaction, a prerecorded voice periodically instructed the participants to rate their satisfaction with the interaction. To indicate their ratings, participants pressed buttons built into the table in front of them. There were two sets of five buttons for each satisfaction rating. The buttons in one set had labels indicating the degree of satisfaction, ranging from (1) not at all satisfied to (5) extremely satisfied. Those in the other set had labels indicating the degree of frustration, ranging from (1) not at all frustrated to (5) extremely frustrated. Each participant could see her own but not her partner's buttons. The participants had 3 min to solve the practice problem and 16 min to solve the DSP. The prerecorded voice instructed them to rate their satisfaction at the beginning of each problem, and then after every 90 s for the practice problem and after every 4 min for the DSP. The voice also indicated how much time was remaining. The participants were aware that their interactions were being videotaped.
Three research assistants, who were aware neither of the hypotheses nor of the participants' self-rated goals, later viewed the videotapes and rated the dominance of the participants* behaviors. These raters first studied theoretical descriptions of interpersonal behavior prepared by Kiesler (1983) and by Strong and Hills (1986) . They were also shown the videotaped behavior of participants in an earlier study, selected because of their extreme dominance or submissiveness. The raters were also instructed to consider certain specific behaviors as evidence of dominance (advice-giving, criticizing, asserting one's own beliefs, expressing self-confidence). Similarly, they were to consider other specific behaviors as evidence of submissiveness (self-criticizing, deferring, focusing on partner beliefs, expressing self-doubt). The raters then made practice ratings of the behavioral dominance of pilot participants, until they reached an acceptable level of agreement. The raters used verbal and nonverbal behavior as evidence for their ratings, assigning a rating of "dominant" or "submissive" to each participant.
Postinteraction questionnaires. After the two problem-solving interactions, the participants worked independently on two final sets of questionnaires. They indicated their perceptions of their partners' goals and personality by completing modified versions of the IGI and the personality rating scales. The IGI-Partner version contained items in the form "It would be important to my partner to . . ." The personality rating scales required the participants to indicate how descriptive each trait adjective was of their partner. Additionally, they completed a 5-item questionnaire that assessed their global satisfaction with the interaction.
Debriefing. After the participants completed the postinteraction questionnaires, the experimenter described the rationale for the study. When their questions had been answered to their satisfaction, the experimenter asked them not to reveal the nature of the tasks to other students and thanked them for their help.
Results
Description of Sample and Measures
Interpersonal goals. The participants in this study had been selected to have high or low dominance goals as assessed by the IGI. The z scores for dominance goals ranged from -3.51 to -0.48 for the submissive goal group, and from 0.59 to 2.22 for the dominant goal group.
Observer ratings of behavior. The three coders showed considerable agreement in their ratings (Cronbach's a = .77). To increase the reliability of the measure (Horowitz, Inouye, & Siegelman, 1979) , we combined the three ratings of dominance to form a single measure. Participants were classified as ' 'behaviorally dominant" if at least two coders rated their behavior as dominant. They were classified as "behaviorally submissive" if at least two coders rated their behavior as submissive.
Measures of satisfaction. Participants periodically rated both their satisfaction and their frustration with the interaction, and their ratings on these two measures were negatively correlated; the mean r across trials was -.60. To increase the reliability of the measure, we combined the satisfaction and frustration ratings into a single score; the sign of the frustration ratings was reversed, and the two were summed. This measure is called the satisfaction rating. In addition, the participants' responses to each of the five items of the satisfaction questionnaire were positively correlated with their satisfaction ratings; the mean r across both trials and items was .27. To obtain a single, more reliable measure of satisfaction, we combined responses to the questionnaire with the satisfaction ratings. Scores on each measure were first standardized and then added together. Cronbach's alpha for the overall measure of satisfaction (hereafter called composite satisfaction) was .84. This way of aggregating measures follows the convention in recent research (e.g., Locke & Horowitz, 1990; Moon, 1996) . The increase in internal consistency that results from aggregating measures in this way is known to increase the validity of the resulting measure ; it also avoids treating nonindependent outcome measures as though they were independent.
Impact of Complementarity on Satisfaction
Composite satisfaction. We then examined the impact of interpersonal complementarity on the participants' composite satisfaction scores. First we determined whether the two partners' composite satisfaction scores were interrelated. We computed an intraclass correlation coefficient (McNemar, 1962) . The value was .27, which was not significant, f (21, 22) = 1.73, p > .10. For this reason, we performed two kinds of analyses. The first treated the partners' composite satisfaction scores as though they were independent measures (Kraemer & Jacklin, 1979) . The second (also following Kraemer & Jacklin, 1979) divided the partners into two independent samples (thereby avoiding an assumption of independence). As described below, the second analysis confirmed the findings of the first.
We prepared a 2 X 2 matrix, classifying each participant according to her own interaction goals (dominant or submissive) and her partner's actual behavior (dominant or submissive). The mean composite satisfaction score for each cell is shown in Table 3 . Then we performed a 2 (participant's dominance goals) x 2 (partner's behavior) ANOVA on the composite satisfaction scores. Neither main effect was significant, but the interaction was; F(1, 40) = 7.585, p < .01.
To examine this interaction further, a planned orthogonal contrast compared goal-complementary participants with goal-noncomplementary participants. That is, it compared (a) participants with dominant goals interacting with submissive partners and participants with submissive goals interacting with dominant partners with (b) participants with dominant goals interacting with dominant partners and participants with submissive goals interacting with submissive partners. The mean satisfaction for the goal-complementary participants was significantly higher than that for the goal-non complementary participants, r(40) = 2.75, p < .01. Then, to circumvent the assumption of independence, we created two subsamples following the procedure recommended by Kraemer and Jacklin (1979) . One partner of each dyad was selected at random to form Subsample 1; the remaining partners formed Subsample 2. We then analyzed the data from each subsample separately, using a one-tailed test. The results and conclusion for each subsample were similar to those described above. The goal-complementary participants were more satisfied with the interaction than were the goal-noncomplementary participants; for Subsample 1, r(18) = 1.90, p < .05, and for Subsample 2, r(18) = 1.83,/? < .05.
These results demonstrate the importance of the match between the goals of one partner and the behavior of the other in determining their satisfaction. When they match, the partners are more satisfied with the interaction. Perhaps satisfaction could also be predicted just as well from other interpretations of complementarity-that is, from the complementarity between the two partners' behaviors or from the complementarity between their goals. To test these alternate interpretations, we first examined the complementarity of the participants' goals. We prepared a 2 x 2 matrix, classifying each participant according to her own interaction goals (dominant or submissive) and her partner's interaction goals (dominant or submissive). The mean composite satisfaction scores for the dominant-dominant, dominant-submissive, submissive-dominant, and submissive-submissive conditions, respectively, were 0.26 (n = 14), -0.55 (n = 9), -0.52 (n = 9), and -0.11 (n -12). We performed a 2 (participant's dominance goals) X 2 (partner's dominance goals) ANO\A on the composite satisfaction scores. All effects were nonsignificant (Fs < 1.9, ps > .15). The match between the participants' goals did not determine their satisfaction with the interaction.
Then we examined the complementarity of the participants' behaviors. We prepared a 2 X 2 matrix, classifying each participant according to her own behavior (dominant or submissive) and her partner's behavior (dominant or submissive). The mean composite satisfaction scores for the dominant-dominant, dominant-submissive, submissive-dominant, and submissive-submissive conditions, respectively, were -0.69 (n -6), -0.04 (« = 13), 0.43 (n = 13), and -0.67 (n -12). Neither main effect was significant, and the interaction was only marginally significant, F(l, 40) = 3.89, p < .10. Dominant participants were (marginally) more satisfied when their partners behaved submissively, and submissive participants were (marginally) more satisfied when their partners behaved dominantly. Thus, the clearest predictor of satisfaction was the match between a participant's goals and her partner's behavior.
We were therefore curious to examine the relationship between the participants' self-reported dominance goals and actual behavior (as rated by objective judges). We prepared a 2 x 2 matrix, classifying each participant according to her self-reported goals (high vs. low dominance goals) and her own behavior (high vs. low dominance). Of the 21 participants with low dominance goals, 13 exhibited low dominance behavior, and 8 exhibited high dominance behavior. Of the 23 participants with high dominance goals, 12 exhibited low dominance behav-ior; and 11 exhibited high dominance behavior. The relationship between the two variables was not statistically significant, X 2 (l,N = 44) = 0.42. Satisfaction across time. We then examined the data to determine whether the effect of the goals-behavior complementarity on satisfaction changed in the course of the interaction. The participants had rated their satisfaction at the beginning of the interaction and at three more points during the interaction. The partners' corresponding ratings were correlated on each of the four occasions. The intraclass correlations were, respectively, .50, .26, .39, and .52 (all ps < .10). Because they were positively correlated, we averaged the two partners' satisfaction ratings on each occasion to create four dyad satisfaction ratings. Finally, we classified each dyad as 0, 1, or 2 according to its number of goal-complementary partners-0 indicated that neither partner was goal-complementary; 1, that one partner was goal-complementary (and the other was not); and 2, that both partners were goal-complementary. We called these three groups of dyads fully noncomplementary, mixed, and fully complementary. There were 7,12, and 3 dyads in each of these three groups, respectively.
To demonstrate that the three groups were initially comparable, we performed a one-way ANOVA on the initial satisfaction ratings (just after the practice task but before the experimental task). The ratings of the three groups did not differ significantly, f(2, 19) < 1. Then we analyzed the satisfaction ratings of the three groups at the three time periods with a 3 (groups) X 3 (time periods) mixed design ANOVA, which revealed a significant main effect of groups, F(2,19) = 4.06, p < .05. Although the interaction with time periods did not reach significance, we performed a separate one-way ANOVA on the data at each time period. The values of F(2, 19) for the effect of groups at each of the three time periods, respectively, were 2.01,2.84, and 4.89. The mean satisfaction ratings (averaged across the three time periods) were 6.67 for the fully complementary group, 5.80 for the mixed group, and 3.67 for the fully noncomplementary group. Thus, after the initial period, the fully complementary group reported the highest satisfaction, and the fully noncomplementary group reported the lowest. We also compared the group differences using a planned orthogonal polynomial contrast of the three levels of the group factor. This contrast indicated that each of the three groups differed significantly from the other two. The linear effect was significant, f( 19) = 2.45, p < .05, and the quadratic effect (i.e., the departure from linearity) also was significant, *(19) = 2.37, p < .05.
Because the fully complementary group was so small, we combined those dyads with the mixed dyads and compared the resulting group with the fully noncomplementary group. The mean satisfaction ratings for the noncomplementary dyads on each of the three occasions were 4.29, 3.43, and 3.29; the corresponding means for the complementary group were 5.87, 5.80, and 6.27. We analyzed the ratings at each of the three successive time periods with a 2 (groups) X 3 (time periods) mixed design ANOVA. The main effect of groups was significant, F( 1, 20) = 7.77, p = .01. We performed a separate one-way ANOVA on the data at each time period. The value of F (\, 20) for the effect of groups at each time period was, respectively, 3.90, 5.26, and 9.60.
Impact of Complementarity on Task Performance
We also evaluated the quality of the participants' task performance. To do so, we compared the expert solution (Lafferty & Eady, 1974) with that of (a) the participants' individual solutions and (b) the dyads' joint solutions. We used Pearson rank order correlation coefficients (p; McNemar, 1962) to assess the correspondence between the solution of the participants and that of the expert. We called the correlation between individual solutions and the expert solution the hefore-interaction score, one for each member of the dyad. The higher this score, the higher the quality of that participant's solution. Similarly, we called the correlation between a dyad's joint solution and the expert solution the after-interaction score. We then computed two intraclass correlations: (1) that between the corresponding before-interaction scores of the two partners and (2) that between the partners' amount of gain from the before-to the afterinteraction scores. Neither intraclass correlation approached significance (both p < .20, p > .10), so the solution scores could be analyzed as independent measures (Kraemer & Jacklin, 1979) .
We analyzed the after-interaction scores with a 3-factor (groups) ANCOVA, using the before-interaction scores as a covariate. The results showed two significant effects. First, the after-interaction scores tended to covary with the before-interaction scores, F(l, 40) = 8.01, p < .01. Second, the groups differed in their performance, F(2, 40) -3.84, p < .05. The mean improvement on this performance measure was 0.16 for the fully complementary group, 0.19 for the mixed group, and 0.27 for the fully noncomplementary group. Thus, the least satisfied participants seemed to show greater gain from their preinteraction performance on the DSP than those paired with complementary partners. Apparently, a complementarity between partners, although satisfying, may not necessarily facilitate a dyad's productivity; in fact, noncomplementary partners may perform better.
Impact of Satisfaction on Perceptions of Partners
In Study 1 the satisfied participants perceived their partners to be more similar to themselves than did dissatisfied participants. To test whether the same effect occurred in Study 2, we classified the participants as satisfied or dissatisfied, using a median split of their satisfaction ratings. We also classified them as high dominant or low dominant, using a median split of their dominance goal ratings. These classifications resulted in four groups: (1) satisfied, dominant goals; (2) satisfied, submissive goals; (3) dissatisfied, dominant goals; and (4) dissatisfied, submissive goals. The ns, respectively, were 11, 8, 11, and 14. For each of the four groups, we computed the participants' mean rating of their partners' dominance goals and analyzed these ratings with a 2 (high vs. low dominance goals) x 2 (high vs. low satisfaction) ANOVA. Among participants who were satisfied with their interactions, the dominant ones rated their partners 2.12 in dominance goals, and the submissive participants rated their partners -1.59. Among participants who were dissatisfied, the corresponding means were -1.10 (dominant participants) and 0.56 (submissive participants). The interac-tion was significant between dominance goals and level of satisfaction, F(i, 40) = 4.31,/? < .05. A planned orthogonal contrast revealed that satisfied participants rated their partners to be like themselves, whereas dissatisfied participants rated their partners to be different from themselves, r(42) = 2.08, p < .05. This result suggests that participants used the similarity principle to rate their partners, as they had done in Study 1.
We performed a similar analysis to compare satisfied and dissatisfied participants' ratings of their partners' dominance (the trait). This time, we divided the participants into groups high or low in self-reported dominance, so as to produce four new groups: (1) satisfied participants who called themselves dominant, (2) satisfied participants who called themselves submissive, (3) dissatisfied participants who called themselves dominant, and (4) dissatisfied participants who called themselves submissive. The ns, respectively, were 11, 8, 11, and 14. The participants' mean ratings of their partners' dominance for the four groups, respectively, were: (1) 1.65, (2) -2.56. (3) -2.66, and (4) 1.49. We also analyzed these ratings with a 2 (trait dominance groups) X 2 (satisfaction groups) ANO\A. The interaction between trait dominance and level of satisfaction was significant, F(l,40) -8.17,/7 < .01. A planned orthogonal contrast revealed that satisfied participants judged their partners to be similar to themselves, and dissatisfied participants judged their partners to be dissimilar to themselves, r(42) = 2.86, p < .01. These results thus confirmed the corresponding finding of Study 1.
Because the participants' perception of their partners appeared to be influenced by their own satisfaction, we were curious to examine the relationship between each participant's reported perception and her partner's actual behavior. We prepared a 2 X 2 matrix, classifying each participant according to her behavior (high vs. low dominance) and her partner's perception of her behavior (high vs. low dominance). Of the 25 participants who exhibited low dominance behavior, 14 were perceived as low dominance, and 11 were perceived as high dominance. Of the 19 participants who exhibited high dominance behavior, 8 were perceived as low dominance, and 11 were perceived as high dominance. The relationship between the two variables was not statistically significant, x 2 (l> & = 44) = 0.83.
Discussion
In this study we examined the joint influence of a person's interpersonal goals and the partner's interpersonal behavior on that person's satisfaction with the interaction. People who had a goal to dominate were more satisfied when they interacted with a partner who behaved submissively than with one who behaved dominantly. Conversely, people who had a goal to submit were more satisfied when they interacted with a partner who behaved dominantly than with one who behaved submissively. These results support the claim that people have certain preferred ways of interacting that determine their satisfaction with an interaction.
Why should people with dominant goals be more satisfied with submissive partners? We believe that every interpersonal behavior invites, intentionally or not, a particular reaction from the partner. A dominant behavior, for example, invites a submissive response, and a submissive behavior invites a dominant response. The invited response may or may not match the partner's interpersonal goals. If Person B's behavior invites a reaction from Person A that matches A's goal, then A is satisfied; otherwise, A is frustrated.
Although these results support the principle of complementarity, the participants' descriptions of partners whom they found satisfying paradoxically supported the principle of similarity. Although participants with dominant goals were more satisfied interacting with submissive partners {as judged by objective observers), those participants described their partners as dominant (like themselves). Thus, in this study, as in Study 1, "liking" led to "perceived similarity." Why is "liking" related to the perception of "being like"? One possibility (Byrne, 1971; Schachter, 1959) is that similar people generally share common beliefs, expectations, and values. When people perceive that their partner is similar to themselves, they assume that they and their partner will have "common ground" (Clark, 1992) , "companionate expectations" (Krokoff, Gottman, & Roy, 1988) , or "co-orientation" (McLeod & Chaffee, 1973) and, because of this assumption, they anticipate a smooth interaction: They assume that they will understand their partner's goals and that their partner will understand their goals. Perhaps any circumstance that promotes a sense of overlapping goals enhances a person's satisfaction with a partner. In some cases similarity (e.g., similar values) implies compatible goals, and in other cases complementarity implies compatible goals.
General Discussion
In both studies, people preferred to interact with a partner who was complementary with respect to dominance. Dominant people preferred to interact with partners who invited them to be dominant, and submissive people preferred to interact with partners who invited them to be submissive. This result occurred (a) when participants interacted with a partner-confederate enacting a scripted role (Study 1) and (b) when they interacted with another naive participant (Study 2).
Certain results require a reinterpretation of the principle of complementarity. If we interpret the principle to mean that complementary behaviors necessarily lead to greater satisfaction, it must be rejected. The dominating behavior of one person together with the submissive behavior of the other is no guarantee of partner satisfaction. In Study 2, neither a behavior-behavior complementarity nor a goals-goals complementarity was as good a predictor of satisfaction as a goals-behavior complementarity. Apparently, behavioral complementarity (e.g., submissive behavior in one person, dominating behavior in the other) is not, in and of itself, sufficient to guarantee satisfaction; a person's goals must be considered as well.
Why is satisfaction better predicted when we know the goals of one partner and the behavior of the other? Person A's goals are internal events, not directly observable by Person B, su they can only be inferred from A's behavior. If A's behavior accurately reflects his or her goals, then B would have no difficulty discerning and satisfying A's goals. But A's behavior may be ambiguous or even misleading, fbr example, A may be conflicted about his or her wish to dominate and may therefore camouflage that wish behaviorally. Indeed, A may be so conflicted about his or her wish to dominate that A's behavior may invite B to do the dominating (see Horowitz et al., 1997) . Ideal interacting thus requires that each partner correctly interpret the goals of the other and behave accordingly. If the partners misinterpret each other's goals, the behavioral reaction of one may frustrate the goals of the other. That is why the relationship between goals alone (or the relationship between behaviors alone) is not an optimal predictor of satisfaction.
According to our theory, Person A is clearly gratified when Person B's behavior complements A's goals. The theory does not comment, however, on B's reaction to A's satisfaction. It is possible that B would also be gratified to have complemented A's goals. In other words, if B were able to perceive A's goal, behaviorally complement that goal, and then observe A's satisfaction, then B, too, might derive some satisfaction from the match. To study this issue systematically, we would need a large sample of dyads in which one partner's interpersonal goals were satisfied but the other partner's were not; then we could determine whether satisfaction is symmetrical or asymmetrical. The present sample was not large enough to allow us to answer that question.
The traditional view of complementarity needs to be modified in another way as well. It suggests that satisfied partners judge each other to be complementary (rather than similar). For example, satisfied dominant people should describe their partners as submissive. In both studies, however, satisfied people judged their partners to be similar to themselves, rather than complementary; satisfied dominant people described their partners as dominant. Apparently, judgments about the partner's characteristics were based on the participants' satisfaction with each other, rather than vice versa: Instead of liking someone perceived as similar, they perceived as similar someone whom they liked.
Whenever a person interacts with a partner, that person seems to have a particular goal that can be described along the two interpersonal dimensions of affiliation and dominance. Why should interpersonal goals be describable along these two dimensions? According to Bowlby (1973) , Bartholomew (1990; Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991) , and Horowitz et al. (1997) , people have two important classes of mental representations that affect their interpersonal behavior: One describes a person's generalized image of other people; the other describes the person's generalized image of the self. A person's interpersonal goals may reflect these generalized images. For example, if the person's image of other people is generally negative, he or she may seek to avoid intimacy. Likewise, if the person's image of the self is negative (e.g., incompetent), he or she may seek the help of others.
To summarize, we propose a reformulation of the principle of complementarity. We argue that people differ in their preferred ways of interacting and that these preferences, or interpersonal goals, can be described along the dimensions of affiliation and control. One characteristic of interpersonal behaviors is that they invite, but do not necessarily elicit, complementary behaviors-behaviors that are similar in affiliation and reciprocal in dominance. This invitation tells the partner whether his or her goals are likely to be satisfied. Interpersonal satisfaction occurs when a partner's behavior invites a response that is congruent with the person's goals. Interpersonal dissatisfaction occurs when a partner's behavior invites a response that conflicts with the person's goals. Finally, a person's satisfaction with a partner may lead the person to perceive the partner as similar (rather than complementary). Our reformulation thus underscores the importance of interpersonal goals rather than the relationship between overt behaviors in determining satisfaction and perceived similarity.
